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Request for reconsideration is untimely where
initial filing lacks detailed statement of
factual and legal grounds for reversal or
modification of original decision and sup-—
plemental statement contalning detalls are
filed after expiration of period provided for
requesting reconsideration.

amdahl Corporation (Amdahl) requests reconsidera-
tion of our decision B-192588, December 15, 1978, 78-2
CpPD 417. 1In that decision, we denied Amdahl's protest
that provisions in a Department of the Air Force Reqguest
for Proposal (RFP) gave the International Business
Machines Corpcration (IBM) an unfair competitive ad-
vantage.

e
The RFP allowed the Alr Force to evaluate pur-
chase option credits available under a lecasc previously
awarded to IBM on a sole source basis and to evaluate
"Special Purchase Option Credits" ‘accrued under the
General Services Administration FY78 Automatic Data
Processing Schedule contract negotiated with IBM. The
decision concluded that consideration of the purchase
option credits did not confer an unfailr conpetitive
advantage on IBM and that evaluation of the special
purchase option credits allocated to the Air Force for
the specific procurement involved to determine the lowest
cost source was not improper in the absence of allegations
and evidence of any actual abuse.

amdahl filed its request for reconsideration on
January 4, 1979. The request stated generally that
four of the conclusions reached in our earlier decision
were based on mistakes of law and fact., Amdahl's reguest
contained no statements of fact or law in support of
its contentions that modification of our earlier decision
was warrvanted; however it indicated that supplemental
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comments with respect to its request for reconsidera-
tion would be filed “"within (5) days." BAmdahl's sup-
plemental comments were filed in our Office on JdnUdLy 12,
1279.

Oour Bid Protest Procedureq, 4 C.F.R. § 20.9 (1978),
provide that: :

"(a) Reconsideration of a decision of the
Comptroller General may be requested by the
protester, any interested party who submitted
comments during consideration of the protest,
and any agency involved in the protest. The
reguest for reconsideration shall contain a
detailed statement of the factual and
legal grounds upon which reversal or modi-
fication is deemed warranted, specifying any

errors of law made or information not pre-
viously considered.

"(b) Request for reconsideration of a de-
cision of the Comptroller General shall be
filed not later than 10 days after the basis
for reconsideration is known or should have
been known, whichever is carliex * * * 0
(Emphasis added.) -

We recently considered a similar request for recon-
sideration which contained no statement of the factual
or legal grounds relied upon as the basis for the reguest.
In that case, Department of Commerce, et al., 57 Comp.
Gen. 615 (1978), 78-2 CPD 84, we stated:

"Protests against the award of a Government
contract are very serious matters, which de-
serve the immediate and timely attention of
the [parties) * #* *, Our Bid Protest Pro-
cedures establish an orderly process to insure
equitable and prompt resolution of protests.

* % *Itlimeliness standards for the filing

of reguests for vreconsideration are purpose-
fully more inflexible than those for filing
protests or meeting intermediate case develop-
‘ment or processing deadlines and, under our
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Procedures, there is no provision for waiving
the time reguirements dppllcaJle to requests
for reconsideration. * ¥

"Obviously, the requirement for a ‘detailed
statement' of the factual and legal grounds
for the reversal or modification is the sum
and substance of a request for reconsidera-
tion, * * *

"When a protester, an interested party, or

a contracting agency timely files a short
note indicating general disagreement with an
earlier decision and subsequently provides
the reguired detailed statement after expira-
tion of the reconsideration period, an at-
tempt to extend the time for filing the
reconsideration request is evident. We cannot
condone such action because to do so would
open the door to potential protracted delays
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Amdahl does not dispute either that its initial
rcquest for reconsideration lacked the essential details
required by our Procedures or that its supplemental
statement was filed after the expiration of the period
provided for properly requesting reconsideration. Under
these circumstances, we decline to reconsider our earlier

decision.
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